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1.
1. SUMMARY
Following a postal sample sq.rvey of sheep farmer attitudes
to incentives and obstacles to increasing farm output and other
agricultural policy issues in November 1975 1 a postal survey of a
group of members of the New Zealand Society of Farm Management
was conducted to ascertain their responses to questions similar to
those put to the sheep farmers. The valid responses of the adviser
group disclosed that, as stated by the sheep farmer respondents, a
very high proportion of sheep farms are capable of greater output
if the economic and financial climate is favourable. The advisers
intimated, as did the farmers, that just over half of sheep farmers
are planning a deliberate increase in output this season (1975-76).
;From a list of suggested incentives to increased farm output
the advisers ranked, as did the sheep farmers, an increased fertiliser
subsidy as likely to be the most effective. Second ranking was given
to a suggested subsidy on intere st payments - in contrast to sheep
farmer s who placed this proposal much lower in their list. Third
ranking was the suggestion of a cash grant for each unit of livestock
carried.
Inadequate farm profitability was rated by th.e advisers as
the greatest single obstacle to an expq.ns~on in farm output. Next was
the cost of farm requisites and then uncertainty due to fluctuations in
export prices.
The survey disclosed that farm advisers do not think the level
of income tax and death duties as so relevant to an expansion in farm
output as do sheep farmers. On the other hand the advisers placed
somewhat greater emphasis on the ne~d to reduce the fluctuations of
farm product prices and the need for farmers to receive immediate
capital via a cash grant for each unit of livestock carried.
The advisers regarded the Wool Marketing Corporation as the
most effective farmer organisation, ranking it ahead of the Meat Board
which sheep farmers placed first on their list. The advisers endorsed
more strongly than did farmer respondents those measures taken by the
Wool Corporation and the Meat Board to achieve greater stability and
adequacy in the incomes of sheep farmers.
1 A. E. R. U. Discus sion Paper No. 31.
2.
II. INTRODUCTION
In October /November 1975 a postal sample survey of sheep
farmer attitudes to incentives and obstacles to increasing farm output
and other agricultural policy issues was undertaken by the Agricultural
Economics Research Unit at Lincoln College. The results of this
survey were published in December 1975 (AERU Discussion Paper
No. 31). 2
When the results of the sheep farmer survey were being
processed the New Zealand Society of Farm Management offered the
co-operation of its members as respondents in a similar;..type survey.
As the matter of an expansion in farm production in New Zealand is of
major national importance 9 and as farm advisers are directly involved
on the production side, it was decided to accept this offer of co-operation.
As well as providing valuable opinions from practising professionals in
the field, such a survey would provide an indication of the extent to
which the opinions of sheep and farm advisers coincided.
The Executive Committee of the Society provided the Unit with
3
a list of 104 names of r.oembers. Each was sent a questionnaire
(Appendix A) at the end of November 1975 and a reminder was issued
in mid-January 1976. By the cut-off date of 19 February 75 replies
were received and 51 of these were accepted as valid for the purposes
of the survey. Twenty four replies were regarded as invalid for a
number of reasons including that the adviser was mainly involved with
either the dairy industry or horticulture or the questionnaire was not
completed in full.
2 Of 548 questionnaires sent, 387 were returned and of these,
337 were considered usable.
3 This was assumed to be representative of the total membership
of around 400.
3.
The answers in the questionnair~s are analysed, presented
and discussed as follows:
First matters relating to output potential and planning
intentions of farmers.
Second adviser assessment of suggested production incentives
and their ranking.
Third adviser assessment of the Meat Boarcl price smoothing
scheme and Wool Corporation's minimum price decision.
Fourth adviser opinions on obstacles to increased farm
production and their ranking.
Fifth adviser opinions on the effectiveness of the main
producer organisations.
Appendix A is the Questionnaire issued.
Appendix B shows the receipt of questionnaires from the
beginning of December 1975 to 19th February 1976, the final date of
receipt of replies.
Appendix C includes a list of miscellaneous answers from the
farm advisers on obstacles and incentives to increased farm production
in New Zealand.
Appendix D outlines the weighting techniques adopted for
comparing groups.
4.
III. RESULTS
A. Farm Output Potential
From 51 respondents the estimate of percentage of farms
considered capable of greater output averaged 84 per cent.
farmer survey this estimate was 92 per cent. )
(In the
B. Planning Intentions of Farmers
To the question IIAre the majority of farmers serviced by
you planning to increase the output from their farms this season? ",
2E. per cent replied in the affirmative.
(In the farmer survey the corresponding percentage was 52 per cent. )
.,..--
To the question as to how expansion was to be achieved, 4
37 per cent of replie~ included "Increased Hvestock"!
78 per cent of repHes inc:1uded IIGreater production from
existing livestock".
26 per cent of replies indicated that some expansion w0\lld be
achieved through more ir;l.tensive farming methods such
as the use of irrigation.
Only 10 per cent of replies incluqed the possibility of a change
in the pattern of production.
c. Adviser assessments of suggested production incentives
Farmers'
Survey
%
3
8
38
51
22
43
31
Of No Val\le
Of Little Value
Valuable
Very Valuable
1. An increased Fertiliser Subsidy:
Advisers I
Survey
%
4
100 100
4 Replies are not mutually exclusive so the percentages sum to
more than 100.
5.
Whilst 74 per cent of advisers regard an additional fertiliser
subsidy as either Valuable or Very Valuable, almost 90 per cent of
fanners were in these categories. However when responses were
. 5
weIghted the endorsement of advisers was strongest.
2. An increased subsidy on Weedicides and Pesticides:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Value 8 7
Of Little Value 43 22
Valuable 31 35
Very Valuable 18 36
100 100
While 29 per cent of farmers cqnsidered this subsidy would
be either of little or no value, a much higher proportion, 51 per cent,
of advisers placed it in these two categories.
3. A subsidy on Contracting Costs such as fencing, drainage,
ploughing and shearing:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Value 8 13
Of Little Value 37 27
Valuable 41 36
Very Valuable 14 24
100 100
5 In indicating their views on the various suggested incentives and
obstacles to farm output, sheep farmer sunder standably tended to react
rnore strongly on average than did the more objective farm advisers,
particularly on the range of proposed incentives. While therefore
farmer reaction on one issue may be compared to the farmer reaction
on another, the comparisons of those of advisers and farmers have to
be adjusted for the tendency of farmers to use stronger assessments
overall. Details of the weighting technique are included in Appendix D.
6.
On this type of suggested subsidy both groups expressed a
strong preference in favour - on a weighted comparison the adviser
preference was greater.
4. A financial contribution towards the cost of an additional
worker on the farm:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
% %
Of No Value 16 33
Of Little Value 41 26
Valuable 29 21
Very Valuable 14 20
100 100
On this proposed subsicty farm advisers expre13sed, on a
weighted basis, a stronger preference th,an farmers.
5. A reduction in Income Tax Rates for farming:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
% %
Of No Value 6 8
Of Little Value 47 14
Valuable 31 27
Very Valuable 16 51
100 100
There wq.s clearly a wide difference of opinion between
advisers and farmers.
7.
6. A reduction in Local Body Rates:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Value 25 8
Of Little Value 59 28
Valuable 16 41
Very Valuable a 23
100 100
Again this response shows up a marked difference in attitude
between farmer and adviser respondents. Advisers rate such a proposal
of less importance.
7. A reduction in Interest Payments:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Value 4 20
Of Little Value 36 24
Valuable 40 26
Very Valuable 20 30
100 100
While advisers rate this proposal as important, farmers
were less enthusiastic.
8. A Cash Grant for each unit of livestock carried
(as in the Sheep Retention Scheme).
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Value 10 13
Of Little Vahle 31 21
Valuable 35 40
Very Valuable 24 26
100 100
8.
On a weighted basis the adviser respondents give this
suggestion somewhat greater endor sement.
9. A contribution towards the cost of a better secretarial
and accounting service:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Value
Of Little Value
Valuable
Very Valuable
25
67
8
o
100
27
42
23
8
100
Neither group rates this incentive as worthwhile.
D. Ranking of Replies from Advisers on Produdion Incentives
If weightings are attached to the degree of fiuPport expressed
for each policy alternative, the rankings in order are:-
'Score I
Preference 1
Preference 2
Preference 3
Preference 4
Preference 5
Preference 6
Preference 7
Preference 8
Preference 9
An Increased Fertiliser Subsidy
A Subsidy on Interest Payments
A Cash Grant for each unit of livestock
carried (as in the Sheep Retention Scheme)
A Subsidy on Contracting Costs sqch as
fencing, drainage, ploughing and shearing
An Increased subsidy on Weedicides and
Pesticides
A reduction in Income Tax Rates for farming
A Financial Contribution towards the cost of
an additional farm worker
A redqction in L09al Body Rates
A contribqtion towards the cost of a better
secretarial and accounting service for
farmers
30.2
27.6
27.3
26.1
25.9
25.7
24.1
19.0
18.2
9.
The rankings as given by Sheep Fa:nner Respondents:
Recall the rankings given by Sheep Fanners.
as follows:
They were
'Score'
Preference 1
Preference 2
Preference 3
Preference 4
Preference 5
Preference 6
Preference 7
Preference 8
Preference 9
Corn.rn.ents
An Increased Fertiliser subsidy
A reduction in Income Tax Rates for farrn.ing
An increased subsidy on weedicides and
pesticide s
A Cash Grant for each unit of livestock
carried (as in the Sheep Retention Schern.e)
A reduction in Local Body Rates
A subsidy on Contracting Costs such as
fencing, drainage, ploughing and shearing
A subsidy on Interest Payments
A Finan<;i~l Contribution towards the cost
of an additional farrn. worker
A contribution towards the cost of a better
secretarial and accounting service for
farrn.er s
34.0
32.0
30.0
28.0
28.0
27.0
27.0
23.0
21.0
As did the sheep farrn.er respondents, the advisers accorded
highest priority to an increased fertiliser subsidy. In placing the
subsidy on interest payments second, the advisers accorded it rn.uch
greater prorn.inence than did sheep farrn.ers who ranked it seventh.
Third preference in the advisers' list was the cash grant for
each unit of livestock carried (as in the Sheep Retention Schern.e). In
the farrn.er s I list this proposal was ranked fourth.
The suggestion of a subsidy on contracting costs was ranked
fourth by the advisers and sixth by the farrn.ers.
Whereas farmer s rq.nked a suggested increased subsidy on
weedicides and pesticides as their third preference, the advisers placed
is fifth on their list.
The advisers considered that a reduction in Incorn.e Tax Rates
for farming warranted only sixth place but the farrn.ers placed it second
in irn.portance on their scale.
\
10.
The suggested financial contribution towards the cost of an
additional farm. worker was seventh on the advisers' list and eighth
on the sheep farm.er s'.
The lowest ranking on the adviser s 1 list was given to the
suggestion of a contribution towards the cost of a better secretarial
and accounting service for farm.ers. This suggestion was also in
the lowest po sition in the sheepfarm.er s' preferences.
E. Adviser Assessm.ent of likely effect of Meat Board
'Price Sm.oothing' Schem.e
Adviser Farm.er
Survey Survey
% %
Of No Value 0 4
Of Little Value 4 18
Valuable 49 50
Very Valuable 47 25
No Opinion 0 3
100 100
Adviser re spondents have high expectations (')f the Meat Board I s
Schem.e. They rate it even more highly than do the farmers. Three-
quarters of the latter consider it will be either 'Very Valuaqle 1 or
'Valuable'.
Attitude to Wool Mal'keting Corporation's decision to raise
minim.um. average wool price t{') 124 cents per bale:
Adviser Farm.er
Survey Survey
% %
Opposed 2 10
Support 98 86
No Opinion 0 4
100 100
Advisers are m.ore definite in their support of the Wool
Corporation I s decision than were the sheepfarm.ers.
ll.
F. Adviser Opinions on Obstacles· to Increased Farm Production
1. Inadequate profits from farming to finance Increased Production:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Importance a 2
Of Little Importance 4 3
Important 27 20
Very Important 69 75
100 100
Advisers and farmers regard this factor as a major obstacle
to increased output.
2. The Financial Returns from Increased Production
are not worthwhile:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Importance 2 4
Of Little Importance 12 12
Important 60 31
Very Important 26 53
100 100
Although not rating this factor as such importance as did farmers,
the adviser respondents classify it as a major cqnsideration.
3. Rates of Taxation:
Adviser F~umer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of Nq Importance 8 4
Of Little Importance 50 17
Important 22 32
Very Important 20 47
100 100
12.
On this suggested obstacle to increased output the advisers
do not consider it nearly as important as do farmers. A substantial
difference of opinion is evident.
4. Lack of Effective Restraint on Wages in the non-Farming Sector
of the Economy:
Of No Importance
Of Little Importance
Important
Very Important
Adviser
Survey
%
o
24
34
42
100
Farmer
Survey
%
1
3
16
80
100
Whilst the adviser group regarded this factor a~ of importance
their responses did not indicate the same degree of intense feeling as
that of the farmer respondents.
5. Cost of Farm Requisites:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
% %
Of No Importance 0 0
Of Little Importance 6 3
Important 58 29
Very Important 36 68
100 100
On a weighted basis the farmer s attached more significance
to this factor as an obstacle to increased output. Nevertheles s both
groups regarded it as of considerable importance.
13.
6. Uncertainty due to fluctuations in the Overseas Prices for
Farm Products:
Of No Importance
Of Little Importance
Important
Very Important
Adviser
Survey
0/0
2
8
51
39
100
Farmer
Survey
0/0
1
19
38
42
100
Both groups rated this factor as of around the same
importance. On a weighted basis the advisers attached slightly
greater importance to it as an obstacle to increased production.
7. Difficulty in Borrowing Capital for Farm Development:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Importance 19 22
Of Little Importance 63 37
Important 12 27
Very Important 6 14
100 100
Neither group regarded this as an important obstacle to
increased output.
8. The Level of Death Duties:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
0/0 0/0
Of No Importance 12 5
Of Little Importance 39 13
Important 26 18
Very Important 23 64
--
Ibo 100
14.
Traditionally, farmers express strong views on this subject
(as they did in the survey of farmer opinion). Advisers regard the level
of death duties as of much les s importance. They also consider
death. duties as a lesser obstacle than are income taxes.
9. The Need under Present Conditions to maintain Income by
selling off Capital Livestock:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
% %
Of No Importance 25 32
Of Little Importance 50 20
Important 12 21
Very Important 13 27
100 100
Both groups were of the view that this factor was unimportant~
10. Fear of encountering a Dro1,lght and beip.g Short of Feed:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
% %
Of No Importance 6 18
Of Little Importance 59 39
Important 27 23
Very Important 8 20
100 100
Here again both groups considered fear of these two factors
of no significance.
15.
11. Weed and Pest Problems:
Of No Importance
Of Little Importance
Important
Very Important
Adviser
Survey
%
4
57
27
12
100
Farmer·
Survey
%
13
35
30
22
100
On these suggested constraints on output1 opinions were
fairly evenly divided when adjusted by weighting. Both groups did
not rate the factor highly.
12. Fear of encountering Animal Diseas~ Problems:
Adviser Farmer
Survey Su:rvey
% %
Of No Importance 33 26
Of Little Importance 53 43
Important 12 20
Very Important 2 11
100 100
Neither group regarded this factor as important.
16.
G. Ranking of Replies from Farm Advisers on Obstacles to
Increased Output
If weightings are given to the opinions expres sed by advisers
on the various suggest ed obstacles to increased production, the
ranking in order of importance is as follows:-
Score
1. Inadequate Profits from farming to finance
increased production
2. Cost of Farm Requisites
3. Uncertainty due to fluctuations in the Overseas
Prices of Farm Products
4. Lack of Effective Restraint on Wages in the
non-farm Sector
36.0
33.0
32.7
31. 8
5. Inadequate Financ}al Returns from Increased Production 31.0
6. The Present level of Death Duties
7. Rate s of Taxation
8. Weed and Pest Problems
9. Fear of encountering a Drought and being
short of Feed
10. The need under present conditions to maintain
inco:rne by selling off Capital Livestock
11 • Diffic ulty in bor rowing Capital for Farm Development
12. Fear of encountering Animal Disease Problems
26.0
25.4
24.7
23.7
21. 2
20.4
18.2
17.
The Rankings as given by Sheep Farmer Respondents
To compare the above rankings with those made by farmers,
the following table from Discussion Paper No. 31is presented:
Obstacles to Farm Output
Score
1. Lack of effective restraint on wages in the non-farm
sector 37.0
2. Inadequate profits from farming to finance
increased production 37.0
3. Cost of farm requisites 36.0
4. The present level of death duties 34.0
5. Inadequate financial returns from increased production 33. 0
6. Rates of taxation 32.0
7. Uncertainty due to fluctuations in the overseas
price s for farm products 32.0
8. Weed and pest problems 26.0
9. Fear of encountering a Drought and being
short of Feed 25.0
10. The need, under present conditions, to maintain
income by selling off Capital Livestock 24.0
11. Difficulty in borrowing capital for farm development 23.0
12. Fear of encountering animal disease problems 22.0
Comments
It is of special interest to compare and contrast the responses
given by the group of farm advisers with those furnished by the sheep
farmer sample.
The advisers considered that the greatest single obstacle
to increased farm output is inadequate profitability of farming. The
farmers also regarded this as of highest importance but coupled it
18.
with lack of effective restraint on wages in the nop.-far;m sector. In
the advisers' ranking this latter factor of wages in the non-farm sector
was placed fourth.
The 'Cost of Farm Requisites' was second on the adviser
scale and third in the sheep farmer list. 'Inadequate financial
returns from increas~d production! was ranked fifth on both scales.
However while the advisers ranked the level of death duties
with a relatively low 'score' of 26.0 the sheep farmers rated it as a
much more important factor with a ranking of 34. O. IRates of
taxation' with a 'score l of 25.4 was ranked seventh on the adviser list
and sixth on the sheep farmers' scale.
Farm advisers considered that the factor of 'Uncertainty
due to fluctuations in the overseas prices for farm products'
justified third place in their ranking wrerea/3 farmer s gave it a lower
rating of seventh.
The last five factors in the advisers I list, Weed & Pest
Problems, Fear of Drought, Need to dispose of Capital Livestock
to Maintain Incomes, Difficulties in Borrowing for Farm Development,
and Fear of Encountering Animal Disease Problems, appeared as the
last items in both lists and in the same order.
H. Opinions on the Effectiveness of the Main Producer Organisations
Although farm advisers are not directly involved with the main
farmer organisations it was decided to ascertain their opinions on the
effectivenes s of these bodies.
N. Z. Meat Producers
Not Effective
Effective
Very Effective
Board
Adviser
Survey
0/0
12-
80
8
Farmer
Survey
0/0
7
74
19
100 100
19.
Both groups consider that the Meat Board is effective
although the advisers are not as strong in their endorsement.
N. z. Wool Board
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
% %
Not Effective 20 10
Effective 66 80
Very Effective 14 10
100 100
The adviser group do not appear to have as high an opinion
of the effectiveness of the Wool Board as do the sheep farmer respondents.
Federated Farmers
Adviser Farmer
Survey Survey
% %
Not Effective 44 32
Effective 56 60
Very Effective 0 8
100 100
A substantial minority of advisers do not consider that the
Federation is an effective organisati(;m. However in many cases
they may be assessing it on the basis of the performance of a local
branch where effectiveness varies considerably.
Farmer
Survey
%
18
67
15
72
24
N. Z. Wool Marketing Corporation
Adviser
Survey
%
4
Ve:t:yEffective
Not Effective
Effective
100 100
20.
Advisers have a high opinion of the effectiveness of the
Corporation. Their response was much more favourable than that
of sheep farmer respondents.
The Producer Organisations Compared
Meat Wool Federated Wool
Board Board Farmers Marketing
Corporation
Not Effective 12 20 40 4
Effective 80 66 56 72
Very Effective 8 14 0 24
100 100 100 100
If approximate weightings are allotted to the above as ses s-
ments the effectiveness ranking of the farm producer 6rganisations
according to both surveys are as follows:
Farm Adviser Group Survey
1. N. Z. Wool Marketing Corporation
2. N. Z. Meat Board
3. N. Z. Wool Board
4. Federated Farmers of N. Z.
Sheep Farmer Survey
N. Z. Meat Board
N. Z. Wool Board
N. Z. Wool Marketing Corpn.
Federated Farmers of N. Z.
21.
IV. CONCLUSIONS
From analysis of the replies of the group of Farm Management
Society members some general conclusions can be drawn.
Although the fann advisers estimated that 84 per cent of the
farms serviced by them were capable of increased output. they
stated that only 56 per cent were in fact planning to increase output
this season. Of the affirmative replies almost 40 per cent were
planning to increase their livestock numbers, about 80 per cent intended
achieving increased output from existing livestock while only 10 per
cent were considering a change in the pattern of production.
When asked for their views on obstacles to increased output
in the sheep industry, inadequate profitability was rated by farm
advisers as the most important single factor, followed in descending
importance by the co st of farm requisites, uncertainty due to fluctuations
in the overseas prices of farm products and lack of effective restraint
on wages in the non-farm sector. Then followed factors such as
inadequate financial returns from increased production. the level of
death duties and income tax. The adviser s did not place great
emphasis on technical factors such as weed and pest problems or fear
of encountering droughts or animal disease problems. Likewise they
did not rate having to sell capital livestock to maintain incom~ or
difficulty in borrowing capital for farm development as significant
obstacles to increased farm output.
These responses, when compared to those given by sheep
farmers, showed that the farm advisers do not place such importance
on off-farm wage escalations, the present level of death duties and
income taxation. They have fairly similar views to sheep farmers
on the influence of the technical factors, the availability of capital
for farm development, and the need to dispose of capital livestock to
maintain income. On the other hand farm advisers place greater
importance than do sheep farmers on the factor of uncertainty due to
export price fluctuations.
22.
On the subject of incentives th<;l.t would have positive effect on
farm output, the <;l.dviser s clearly ranked an increased fertiliser subsidy
as the most important. Next was a subsidy oninterest payments
followed by a cash grant for each unit of livestock carried. Then
followed subsidy on contracting costs and an increased subsidy on
weedicides <;l.nd pesticides. Next in order of effectiveness were
considered to be a reduction in income tax rates for farming, a
grant towards the cost of an additional worker, a reduction in local
body rates and finally a contribution towards the co st of a better
secretarial and accounting service for farmers.
The responses of the farm <;l.dviser group to the list of
suggested incentives showed that they agreed with sheep farmers on
the importance of an increased fertiliser subsidy and on the unimportance
of financial assistance towards the cost of an additional farm worker
and better secretarial and accounting services. But the farm advisers
disagreed with sheep farmer respondents on several issues. They
regarded interest payments, the suggested cash grant for each unit
of livestock carried on the farm, and the proposed subsidy on
contracting costs, as of greater importance than did sheep farmers.
Of lesser importance, in the opinion of farm advisers, were the
suggestions of a reduction in income tax rates for farming and a
reduction in local body rates.
On opinions as to the effectiveness of the main producer
organisations there was an important difference between the recorded
views of sheep farmers and farm advisers. Farm advisers gave top
place to the Wool Marketing Corpor<;l.tion, with the Meat Board second.
Both groups agreed on the third and fourth rankings.
On the 'Price Smoothing' Scherpe of the Meat Board, the
advisers expressed stronger expectations than did farmers. On
the decision of the Wool Corporation to raise its average minimum
price to 124 cents per kilo, the advisers expressed even stronger
support than did the sheep farmer re spondents.
23.
The survey showed overall that while on many of the issues
raised the farm adviser group is in agreement with sheep farmers,
they differed on some major issues. These included the greater
emphasis placed by the advisers on the importance of reducing price
fluctuations, reducing the burden of debt servicing and securing more
immediate capital for farmers by means of a cash grant on each unit of
livestock carried. The advisers regarded both the level of income
tax and death duties as of less importance than did farmers. The
Wool Marketing Corporation in the opinion of the farm adviser group
is more effective than the Meat Board and they endorse more strongly
than did the farmers the decisions of the Wool Marketing Corporation
on its minimum wool price and the likely effectiveness of the Meat
Board I s new price smoothing scheme. The decisions of the advisers
on these two issues confirmed their strongly expressed desire, as
also indicated in their responses to other questions, for a more stable
and adequate level of farm incomes as a means of achieving greater
farm output.
24.
CODE NO.
APPENDIX A
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
LINCOLN COLLEGE QPINION SURVEY
OF FARM MANAGEMENT SOCIETY MEMBERS
1. How many sheep farms do you service?
2. These farms would include~- (indicate approximate number
in each category).
Intensive Fattening North IslandD
Fattenin~ Breeding South Island D
Intensive Fattening South Island I I
High Country, South Island D
Foothills of South Island D
Hard Hill Country, North Island D
Hill Country, North Island D Mixed Fattening & Cropping
South Island D
3. Could you give an indication, as at 30th June, 1975, of
total sheep and cattle nu:mbers on the above farms?
Sheep ,0
Cattle D
4. Approximate Annual Output(1974/]5 Season) of the farms serviced by you.
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
Total No. of Bales of Wool
Overall Average Lar.obing Percentage
Total Sheep Sales
Total Cattle Sales
o
D
o
D
5. If the Economic and Financial 'Climate I is favourable, what
number of farms, in your opinion, are capable' of greater
output?
o
25.
No
o
D
D
D
o
Yes
Changing Production to (please specify)
Greater Production from Existing Livestock?
(e. g. Increased Lambing Percentage)
More Intensive Farming Methods?
(e. g. Use of Irrigation)
Increased Numbers of Livestock Carried?
CI
B.
A.
C.
D.
.Will this expansion be by:
6.Are the majority· of farmers serviced by you planning to increase
the output from their farms this season?
E. Another method not already covered (please specify) D
7. If in 1976, Government proposed' spending a fixed sum on encouraging
greater farm production, how, in your opinion, could it best spend the
money to encourage your farmers to increase their production?
(Place a tick in the square that reflects your view).
(a) An increased fertiliser subsidy: Of no value
Of little value
Valuable
Very Valuable
(b) An increased subsidy on weedicides
and pesticides:
Of no value
Of lit~le value
Valuable
Very valuable
(c) A subsidy on contracting costs such as Of no value
fencing, drainage, ploughing & shearing: Of little value
Valuable
Very Valuable
(d) A financial contribution towards the
cost of an additional worker on the
farm:
Of no value
Of little value
Valuable
Very valuable
26.
7. (Cont1d).
(e) A reduction in income tax rates for Of no value 0
farming: Of little value 0
Valuable 0
Very valuable 0
(f) A reduction in Local Body Of no value 0
Rates: Of little value 0
Valuable 0
Very Valuable D
(g) A reduction in Interest Of no value 0
payments: Of little value 0
Valuable 0
Very valuable 0
(h) A cash grant for each unit of Of no value 0
livestock carried (as in the Of little value DSheep Retention Scheme): DValuable
Very valuable 0
(i) A contribution towards the cost of Of no value 0
a better Secretarial and Accounting Of little value 0Service for farmers:
Valuable 0
Very valuable D
(j) Any other Incentive? Please make Of no value 0
some suggestions and rate them: Of little value D
Valuable 0
Very, valuable D
(k) Of no value 0
Of little value D
Valuable 0
Very valuable 0
(1) Of no value ROf little value
Valuable D
Very valuable D
7. (Cont'd).
(m)
27.
Of no value D
Of little value D
Valuable D
Very valuable D
Of little value
Valuable
Very valuaple
Or do you have
no opinion?
8. As from 1 st October the Meat Board began Of no value
operating a 'Price Smoothing' Scheme.
Would you expect the Scheme to be:
D
D
D
D
o
9. As from the commencement of 1975/76
WOOL SELLING SEASON, wool growers
are to receive a minimum average wool
price of 124 cents per kilo? What is
your attitude to this decision?
Opposed
Support
No opinion
D
D
D
10. The following have been suggested as OBSTAC LES to
INCREASED FARM PRODUCTION. How would..Y.2.£..rate them
AS AN OBSTACLE?
Important
Very Important
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
Inadequate profits from farming
to finance increased production:
The FINANCIAL RETURNS
from INCREASED Production
are not worthwhile:
Rates of Taxation.
Lack of Effective Restraint on
wages in the .non-farming sector
of the economy
Of no Importance D
Of little Importance D
B
Of no Importance §
Of little Importance
Important
Very Important D
Of no Importance D
Of little Importance D
Important D
Very Important D
Of no. Importance D
Of little .Importance D
Important D
Very Important D
28.
Important
Important
Important
Important
Very Important
Very Important
Very Important
Very Important
Important
Very Important
Very Important
Important
Very Importapt
Important
Of no Importance D
Of little ImportanceD
B
Of no Importance n
Of little Importance I I
o
o
Of n<;> Importance n
Of little Importance 0
B
Of no Importance D
Of little Importance 0
B
Of no Importance D
Of little Importance 0
o
o
Of no Importance 0
Of little Importance I r
R
Of no Importance 0
Of little Importance 0
B
(Cont'd).
(e) Cost of Farm Requisites
(f) Uncertainty due to fluctuations
in the Overseas Prices for
farm Products:
(k) Weed and Pest Problems:
(j) Fear of encountering a
drought and being short of
feeq.:
(h) The level of Death Duties:
(g) Difficulty in borrowing capital
for farm development:
(i) The need under present
conditions to maintain income
by selling off ca,pitallivestock:
10.
Important
Very Important
10.
29.
(Cont'd)
(1) Fear of encountering animal
disease problems:
Of no Importance D
.Of little Importance D
8
Important
Very Important
(m)
(n)
(0 )
Any other factor that you
consider to be an obstacle to'
increased output. (Please
state and rate it in importance.)
Any other factor?
, Any other factor?
Of no Importance D
Of little Importance D
D
D
Of no Importance D
Of little Importance D
~ BImportant .
Very Important .
Of no Importance
Of little Importance l====t.
Important
Very Important
11. What would be the age distribution of 'your I farmers?
______% under 40
% between 40 and 50
------
_____% between 50 and 60
______% over 60.
12. Can you list any other factor, not mentioned so far, which you consider
would help provide better conditions for an expansi'on in the output from
theiarrneyqu service? (Please specify.)
P.T.O.
30.
13. How would you rate the PRESENT EFFECTIVENESS of the following
organisations:
N. Z. Meat Producer s Board
N. Z. Wool Board
Federated Farmers
Wool Marketing Corporation
Not Effective D
Effective 0
Very Effective D
Not Effective 0
Effective D
Very Effective 0
Not Effective D
Effective 0
Very Effective D
Not Effective D
Effective 0
Very Effective 0
You have now completed the questionnaire. Please place it
immediately in the stamped addressed envelope and post it.
THANK YOU.
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APPENDIX C
Miscellaneous Answers to questions on obstacles and incentives
to increased fann production
Question 7:
Additional Production Incentives that would be effective:
Replies included: (~ - some suggestions are repeated. They
appear in slightly different forms. )
1. Government recognition of the farmer s contribution to the
economy by reduced sales tax on their vehicles and those
purchased by the industries servicing agriculture, e. g.
veterinarians and farm advi ser s.
2. Direct and effective government attention to the conditions,
attitudes and responses of the N. Z. Trade Union movement.
But this will have to be constructive.
3. A cash grant for each additional unit of livestock carried
over and above a 'benchmark I.
4. Reduce the cost to the farmer of spray irrigation equipment
and the cost of land preparation.
5. Make a cash grant on increased stock units at a certain
balanc e date.
6. Make a cash grant on ewe hoggets retained.
7. Remove Sales Tax on machinery.
8. Guarantee minimum prices for wool, lambs, etc., at higher
levels, with government support.
9. Make an attempt to relate incomes to inflation-affected
input co sts.
10. Provide interest- bearing loan funds to as sist in plant
replacement and group purchasing of such plant.
11. Provide working capital from the Rural Bank and to be based on
actual farm requirements , allowing for inflation and its continually
increasing working capital requirement, rather than on some of
the impractical methods and procedures employed by some of
the banks and stock firms in limiting working capital to the same
as last year and the previous year at a time when inflation is
running at 15 per cent.
33.
12. Institute a breedi.p.g cow retention scheme to encourage
farmers to retain breeding cows.
13. As high first mortgage interest rates coupled with the unavail-
ability of first mortgage finance is inhibiting expansion among
progressive farmers who don't qualify for Rural Bank assistance.
there is a need to look at mortgage money supply from other
sources.
14. Use more 'sticks' and less 'carrots'. Set the minimum
production levels for land classes. with penalties.
15. Introduce a change in taxation method from income to land tax.
16. Provide interest-free loans for productive capital development
financed by the removal of the income tax relief for farm
development.
17. Promote a technological breakthrough~ viz~ development of
symbiotic relationship between rhizobia and monocotyledons.
18. Increase the settlement of young 'replacement' farmers.
19. Provide lime and stock freight subsidies.
20. . Make Government grants to Farm Improvement Clubs to enable
subscriptions to be reduced and a wider coverage possible.
21. Provide tax incentives on cash grants for additional stock
units carried over, say 3-5 years.
22. Provide transport assistance for farm products.
23. Give assistance with estate planning to enable farmers I sons /
or others to commence farming. To be given in the form of
reduced Gift Duty. Death Duty, etc.
24. Introduce increased tax:ation advantages for development
programme s. e. g. a greater than 100 per cent deduction for
fencing, first liming, topdressing. etc. expenditure.
25. Provide a subsidy on costs involved in bulldozing gorse or
scrub and discing.
26. A subsidy on material content of new subdivision fences
approved as per Catchment Board schemes.
34.
27. Introduce a cash grant for each additional unit of livestock
over base years as per the Nil Standard Value scheme.
The grant to be by way of a loan and written off if stock numbers
are maintained. Loan to be interest free.
28. Provide a subsidy on land being prepared for irrigation purposes.
29. Make a reduction in sales tax on plant required for agricultural
purposes.
30. Cash grant for machinery syndication formation.
31. Provide a subsidy for purchasing capital plant that is urgently
needed.
32. Give a subsidy on aerial topdressing.
33. Provide a drenching subsidy.
34. Stabilise or reduce diesel and petrol prices.
35. Introduce taxation reform, to simplify the present system
and to reduce 'between years' variability.
36. Investigate any scheme which will effectively reduc;e farm
working expenses including vehicle and Repairs and Maintenance
expenses. This would have major benefits to farmers.
37. Supplement farm gate prices to cover increasing costs of
handling and processing farm products.
38. Make greater use of the payment 9f tax on estimated income
in the year it is received rather than the lprovisional' tax
system.
39. Introduce wool acquisition and sale by sample.
40. Make greater use of income equalisation facilities.
41. Greater stability of cash flows.
42. Reduce the cost of capital machinery, i. e. tractors, cars,
trucks, headers, haymaking equipment, either by lower interest
loans or suspensory loans.
43. Investigate a scheme that will achieve greater stability in
Income and Expenditure.
44. A land tax basedon productive capacity of land.
35.
45. The need to develop consistent and contint,ling confidence in
agriculture by (1) encouraging stable and "adequate 11 produce
price s, and (2) lTIore effective control of inflation by the
variety of lTIeans open to the Government.
46. Make lTIortgage capital non-repayable (as for comlTIercial
businesses).
47. Reduce working capital interest rates.
48. Place a flat tax on land based on a reasonable level of
production from. that unit. This schelTIe would encourage
expansion without the disincentive of additional tax on higher
levels of production. Efficiency would be encouraged and
inefficiency discouraged.
49. Curb inflation in land values.
50. Increase the subsidy on transport of inputs (e. g. fertiliser)
to relTIote areas.
51. Subsidise the cost of transporting stock out of re1TIote areas.
52. Provide a transport ~:ubsidy on stock cartage.
53. Provide 10-20 year $u.lpensory developlTIent loans (interest
only). No principle ret=>ayJTIent until the saJe of the property.
54. Provide further subsidies or grants to upgrade water supplies
(ColTIlTIunity schelTIes).
55. Guarantee the annual price for all farlTI products, i. e. lTIeat,
wool, lTIilkfat, grain etc., set each July for 12 lTIonths.
56. Provide a tax incentive based on stock per labour unit above
2000 stock unit levels.
57. To retain farlTI elTIployees in reJ;note areas, where there is no
school bus, lTIake school fees at boarding schools and the cost
of uniforlTIs tax deductable, if paid by either the elTIployee or
employer.
58. Make SOlTIe provision for the housing of retiring farlTI employees.
59. Subsidise freight costs.
60. Stabilise produce processing costs by use of subsidies.
61. Change the rating systelTI to one which does not penalise
higher farlTI output.
36.
62. Increase supplementary paYments on. meat and woql l'farm
gate ll prices.
63. Provide better bursaries and grants for country children
attending secondary schools (for both farm owner and farm
worker ).
64. Provide a farm advice service as provided by professional
farm management consultants with only 50 farmers per
cons ultant.
65. Provide a better source of medium term finance for stock
and working capital other than what is available from the
Stock & Station Agents.
66. Provide output subsidies.
67. Stabilise produce prices ~ set at least 2 qr 3 years in advance.
68. Reduce tax on production over and above some standards for
a farm (say over the past 5 years)f
69. Allow farm workers to own a house in town financed through
Government funds at interest rates equal to those available
to the low income town worker.
70. Make a cash grant to farmers on the basis of stock increases
since say1967~1975.
71. Lower the age of the New Zealand farmer by providing easier
finance for settling young farmers on to the land.
72. Subsidise transport costs.
73. Subsidise development of 3rd Class or virgin land including
the use of low interest.
74. Apply co st control within the service industries, i. E:!. transport,
meat works, etc.
75. Lower the Estate and Gift Duty scales.
76. Maintain an adequate amount of funds available for the
settlement of young farmers.
77. Ensure country services are maintained and improved (e. g.
schooling, medical service s, mail services, even at an
increased Government cost.
78. Calculate income tax on 3 year moving average basis.
37.
79. Allow 150 per cent tax deduction for productive inputs,e. g.
fencing, super, drainage.
80. Maintain the lowest possible fuel prices.
81. Make a change in estate duties (55 per cent of that payable
by the rest of the economy).
82. Introduce freight subsidies on stock cartage and meat
processing costs.
83. Consider the possible elimination of soil testing fees.
84. Provide assistance to farm owners to build good employee
accommodation at low interest rates and extended terms.
This will encourage more labour on those fanns at present
running at only 75 per cent of their potential.
85. Continue present irrigation and water supply policy.
38.
Miscellaneous Replies to Question 10
Some additional obstacles to Increased Farm Production:
1. Farmer worry concerning replacing and/or renewing large
usually well secured first mortgages at rates of interest
that can be serviced, say 9 per cent at maximum.
2. Actual cash costs of farm development now are very much
higher relative to the past.
3. Associated factors following successful development - labour
problems, housing problems, additional work for owner,
additional managerial expertise required and the additional
working capital.
4. The current rate of inflation effectively negates any increased
profits from increasing production. Many farmers feel
that prices are totally beyond their control and that this is
the main factor influencing net returns.
5. Farmers I collective mental sta~e due to news media. This
problem is over- exposure.
6. Lack of recent consistent cost pres sures on farming to
maintain profitability by increasing production.
7. Lack of positive approach by farm advisory, servicing and
agric ultur al institutions.
8. Lack of personal motivation.
9. High machinery costs.
10. Age of farmers too high and difficulty in establi$hing sons
and maintaining income on one-man farms.
11. Psychological feeling of frustration that farmers have. They
feel that they produce more merely to earn the same income
while the reverse applies to the rest of the community.
12. The cost of haymaking and handling machinery is causing
doubts on the economics of gearing up to efficiently handle
the bulk required to winter the number of stock that can be
coped with through the summer.
13. Leasehold farms (Crown Leaseholder s) are les s willing to
borrow to develop their farm since they do not see their
equity increasing.
39.
14. Cash profits are not enough for development or the purchase
of extra stock.
15. Not enough money is left over for farmers themselves and for
their families.
16. Availability of contracting services.
17. Lack of positive encouragement from the non-farming
financial sector.
18. Farm labour problems - little money for wages - good labour
is hard to get. Farmers and their familie s are already
working too hard.
19. Increasing wages in the non-farming sector are increasing
the level of drawings necessary; there is also an increasing
perception of luxury items as necessities by the community
as a whole. The quality of life concept implies satisfaction in what
one does, (e. g. acceptable stock performance) means rational
stocking rates in terms of feed supply, and labour etc.
20. Lack of conf~dence.
21. Escalating vehicle and plant costs.
22. Lack of surplus cash for farming for investment in increased
stock numbers etc., and inability or reluctance to borrow
from the current financier for this.
23. Reluctance to borrow in present uncertain economic climate.
After borrowing the farm.er finds himself to be no better off
due to the falling profitability of farmin~ generally compared
with the rest of the economy.
24. Too many elderly farmers retaining ownership.
25. Rapidly soaring off-farm and invisible costs which farmers
see as eroding their efforts, e. g. shipping, wharf charges,
freight, etc.
26. High initial ingoing capital cost on current farm purchase
prices are discQuraging good younger potential farmers from
buying an economic unit.
27. Lack of large scale demonstration unit for dry East CQast
hill country.
28. Product prices are too low.
40.
29. Pests - black beetle, white fringed weevil, especially with
lucerne army caterpillar, tropical army caterpillar and black
field crickets in some seasons.
30. Lack of adequate working capital accommodation.
31. Lack of confidence for future.
32. Increased local body control over farming activities, e. g.
the Waikato Valley Authority requires the farmer to have its
written consent to clear over 1 ha. of bush or scrub in
Waikato catchment.
33. Activities of large land holding companies (e. g. N. Z. Forest
Products stated its intention to buy 150,000 acres for trees
in district. This stifles the ambition of nearly all farmers
in the area to improve their properties as the be st cour se may
be eventual sale to N.Z . F. P. ).
34. Increasing age of many farmers.
35. Inflated land values in relation to returns (difficult to finance).
36. High cost of plant replacement, e. g. tractors, headers etc.
Why canlt the sales tax be reduced?
37. Psychological factor s.
38. Lack of skilled stable labour.
39. Reluctance of fanner to retain good labour when prices
and profits are depressed. If fanning were more profitable
this would not be a problem.
40. Lack of finance for sharernilkers and others to purchase farms.
41. Age of farmers and no desire to employ workers when they
have to live with the farm families.
42. Less and less farms to buy.
43. Lack of confidence to borrow large Sums of money at high
interest rates due to doubts about ability to service the
borrowings.
44. No incentives to expand.
45. Farmer has a heavier work load for increasing his output.
He works harder for less return.
41.
46. No Govermnent policy on agriculture from either party - no
direction on policies (e. g. the cattle increases achieved
by farmers have gone sour over the last 2 years of low
beef prices).
47. Generally the return from extra development expenses is
poor compared with lexternal' investment off the farm.
48. Uncertainty of future prices and costs.
49. Increasing freight charges including air spreading of
superphosphate.
50. Development costs, i. e. scrub clearing, drainage.
51. Industrial non-eo-operation (e. g. Freezing Industry).
52. Problem of securing skilled labour (resulting partly from
housing capital involved).
53. Current account liquidity problems particularly on larger
units.
54. Fluctuating supplies of materials for development during
boom periods.
55. The older age group of farmers.
42.
APPENDIX D
Weighting techniques for comparing groups
It was apparent from the responses of the two groups -
Farm Advisers in this survey, and Sheep Farmers in the previous
survey, that allowance had to be made for the tendency of farmers
to express, on average, stronger preferences throughout. Thus
in order to compare the response of advisers with those of farmers
on particular issues, it was necessary to make an adjustment for
this tendency.
A 'score I was accorded each rating category as follows:-
OF NO IMPORTANCE = 0
OF LITTLE IMPORTANCE = 1
IMPORTANT = 2
VERY IMPORTANT = 3
On the 'Incentives' the average I Adviser' 'score lover the
range of proposals was 115 whereas in the Farmer Survey it was
177. Thus the advisers on average rated the incentives about
one-third below the average score given by the sheep farmers.
On the 'obstacles' issue the average 'adviser score' over
the twelve suggested obstacles was 170 compared with an average
of 202 in the sheep farmer survey. Thus the advisers on average
rated the obstacles about 15 per cent below the average score given
by the sheep farmer s.
In comparing the 0pllllons of advisers with those of farmers
cognisance was taken of the above differences by using a weighting
factor of
115
either 1 77
in the lilncerifives' section,
and a.factor of
"th 170
el er 202
in the 'Obstacles' section.
or
or
177
115
202
170
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